Abstract. Over the past decade has been a policy shift withinUK flood risk management towards localism with an emphasis on communities taking ownership of flood risk. There is also an increased focus on resilience and, more specifically, on community resilience to flooding. This paper draws on research carried out for UK Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs to evaluate the Flood Resilience Community Pathfinder (FRCP) scheme in England. Resilience is conceptualised as multidimensional and linked to exisiting capacities within a community. Creating resilience to flooding is an ongoing process of adaptation, learning from past events and preparing for future risks. This paper focusses on the development of formal and informal institutions to support improved flood risk management: institutional resilience capacity. It includes new institutions: e.g. flood groups, as well as activities that help to build inter-and intra-institutional resilience capacity e.g. community flood planning. The pathfinder scheme consisted of 13 projects across England led by local authorities aimed at developing community resilience to flood risk between 2013 ± 2015. This paper discusses the nature and structure of flood groups, the process of their development, and the extent of their linkages with formal institutions, drawing out the barriers and facilitators to developing institutional resilience at the local level.
Introduction
This paper focuses on understanding some of the barriers and facilitators to improving institutional resilience in the context of flood risk management in the UK with a specific focus on the role of flood groups and networks.
Institutional resilience focuses on the development of formal and informal institutions to support improved flood risk management. Broadly, it refers to the governance of flood risk management. According to the concept of governance actors do not consist of exclusively government bodies but may include private sector business, community organisations, voluntary sector bodies and other NGOs, as well as influential individuals. The concept of multilevel governance suggests that governance takes place through processes and institutions operating at a variety of geographical scales, and includes a range of actors with different levels of authority [1] . Flood risk management in the UK has this type of governance structure, encouraged by the UK government concept RI WKH ³%LJ 6RFLHW\´ WRJHWKHU with a move to partnership funding for flood risk management. The former embraces localism and volunteerism. The latter encourages involvement of a wider range of actors at the local level. This also links to WKH ZLGHU QDUUDWLYH RI DGDSWDWLRQ WR IORRGLQJ RU ³OLYLQJ ZLWK IORRGLQJ´ WKDW KDV HPHUJHG RYHU WKH SDVW GHFDGH , in the UK, together with an increased focus on citizen engagement in all areas of civic life. However, a key question is: In what ways do these new structures e.g. flood groups, improve preparedness, response, and planning in relation to flooding. And if so how does that work? What are the pathways which lead to individuals and communities feeling and being more resilient to flooding?
This paper focuses on flood groups and networks of flood groups, examining their potential role within the governance of flood risk. It draws on evidence from the Defra pathfinder scheme evaluation [2] . 
Defining resilience
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Flood groups and flood volunteers
To begin with it is useful to be clear what is meant by a flood group. Given the wide variation in flood groups the evaluation used the following definition to capture the range of activities. 
³DQ\WKLQJ IURP WZR DFWLYH QHLJKERXUV WR D IRUPDO RUJDQLVDWLRQ DQG IRFXVVHG RQ WKH IROORZLQJ DFWLYLWLHV 7DNLQJ SUDFWLFDO DFWLRQ LQ WKH ORFDOLW\ WR FRQWULEXWH WR UHGXFH IORRG ULVN ± PHPEHUV RI WKH JURXS DUH YLVLEO\ GRLQJ WKLQJV 7DNLQJ DFWLRQ WR EHQHILW QHLJKERXUV ZLGHU FRPPXQLW\ QRW MXVW WKHPVHOYHV 'HYHORSLQJ NQRZOHGJH DERXW ORFDO IORRG ULVN DQG LWV PDQDJHPHQW &RRUGLQDWLQJ ZLWK DJHQFLHV RU RUJDQLVDWLRQV WKDW PD\ EH UHOHYDQW WR UHGXFLQJ IORRG´> @ 7KH WDEOH EHORZ VKRZV WKH QXPEHU RI IORRG JURXSV ERWK PDLQWDLQHG DQG GHYHORSHG GXULQJ WKH WLPH RI WKH

x 6WDUWLQJ ZKHUH WKH FRPPXQLW\ ZHUH H J ZLWK UHVLGHQWV JURXSV RU IURP D IORRGLQJ LQFLGHQW x %HLQJ IOH[LEOH DQG UHVSRQVLYH H J DEOH WR FKDQJH LI RQH DSSURDFK ZDV QRW ZRUNLQJ x 3XWWLQJ LQ FRQVLGHUDEOH HIIRUW LQ WHUPV RI EXLOGLQJ RQH WR RQH UHODWLRQVKLSV *URXSV YDULHG LQ WKH IRUPDOLW\ RI WKHLU VWUXFWXUHV ZLWK VRPH EHLQJ IRUPDOO\ FRQVWLWXWHG DQG RWKHUV PHHWLQJ RQ D PRUH LQIRUPDO EDVLV $OO SDWKILQGHUV ZRUNHG ZLWK YROXQWHHUV UDQJLQJ IURP WKRVH FDUU\LQJ RXW PDQXDO ZRUN H J OHDI OLWWHU FOHDULQJ WKURXJK WR PRUH IRUPDO )ORRG :DUGHQV DQG DOO PHPEHUV RI IORRG JURXSV ZHUH YROXQWHHUV 2 ¶%ULHQ HW DO > @
